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REMARKS 

Claiiiiii 1-9 were uriiiinjily pieseiucd in llic subjccl cippliciUioii. Claim 10-4S were 
luidecl in u Preliminary AnienLlmenl Jaicd April 12, 2002. Claims 19, 20, 32, 33, 45 and 46 
have hereinabove been amended to more particularly poini oul and distinctly claim the 
subject invonlioiu No claims have heroin been udded or canceled. Thurelore, claims 1-48 
remain in ihis ca-se. 

The iiddition of new niaUcr lias bL en SLTupLdouiily avoided. In that regard, supporl for 
the amendments can be fount! throudiout the .spccificalion. for example, page 12 ofthe 
specificnlion. 

Applicant: respecl fully requL-si n-nlry oflhese remarks, and reconsidcralion mid 
withdrawal of the various j^rounds orrcjeciioii. 



35 U.S.C. ^112 Reiection 

The Ornee Action rejected claim.s 19, 20, 32. 33, 45 and 46 under 35 U.S.C. §112, as 
allegedly indellnile for failing to particularly point out and dislinctly claim the subject matter 
of die invention. In particular, the Ol^fice Action idenillicd "read locking" in (he rejected 
claims as a possible l>iioijr;iphical eiTor, and assumed that "write locking'' was intended. 

Based on juiye 12 of Ihc spcciHcalion, describing the various read/write lock 
scenarios, Applicant has amended each of the noted claim.s. There were typographical eirors 
present, but not (hirse a.ssumed in the Ofllce .Vciion. hi particular, wiih regard to claims I'J, 
32 and 45, die llrst resource is read locked am! die second resource is write locked in order to 
write to the second rt:source. With regard to claims 20, 33 and 46, one of Ihe fwsi resource 
and the second re.sourcc are indeed read locked while the Ihird resource is write locked, but 
what was missing was that it is done in oriler lo wrilc to the third resource. 

As amended, Applicants submit thai claims 19, 20. 32, 33, 45 and 46 arc in proper; 
form. ' 
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35 U.S.r. ^102 Rci ociion 

The Onicc Aclion icjcclecl incicpcndciii claims 1 , 4 and 7 under .15 IJ.S.C § 102(c), us 
allegedly unlicipaicd by r.erfet al. (L/.S. P;iienl- No. 6,275,S'63). Applicants respectfully, hiii 
mosi strenuously, Iravcrsc litis rejectinn. 

Applicams submii iliat F.elTc-i iil. iaila to ilisclose, IltucIi or siiij;gosi, for example, 
delenrtininy a relalioiisliip bcilwcen :i plurnlity of resources ofa (hiln repository, Ihe 
relationship heiniJ! at least, one of a coniainnienl-bMsed relalionship and a reference-biiiied 
relaiionship. Applicants do not cKiim jiierely ihe type Drrclalioiiship, btil determining a 
rekUionship hciween resources, which relarionship is at least one of contninmcni-based and 
reference-based. Applicanis suhniii LeffL'! al. does not disclose, icach or suggest this aspect 
of the rejected claims, since it is simply not iiocessai-y to do so. 

In l.clTci a!., various lock modes arc <iOlcciivcly used to allow multiple users to 
iiccess die siinie database informaiion. In one example provided in column 13 of Lcff ct al., 
siarling at line 12, a car insurnncc |)ulicy ohjecr is described. Open lock modes are used to 
allow, for example, a car to be udded to The policy while jt the? same time billiny the policy, 
while preventing, for example, billijii^ to proceed while the address for the policy is being 
updated. In short, compaiible operaiions are allowed and incompatible operations prevented 
Irom occurring simidiancotisly, u.sini^ rhe selective locks. 

While Leff el al. may be Uetenninint^ whether operations will result in compatible or 
inconipulible operations, ihis has nothing whatever lo do with deiennining a relationship 
between resources, which relationship is al least one of containment-based and reference- 
bused. Compaiibiliiy or ificompalibiiily is deiemiincd based on ihe resuliing operations, and 
not based on a determined relationship between resources. 

Moreover, since Lcff ej nl. does not disclose, teach or suggest dctcnnininfi the 
claimetl relalionship, Applicunis submit it cannot teach doing anything based on that 
relationship, in this ca.-^e, locking based on the relalionship. 
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Therefore, Applicnnis subinil iluii none of claims I, 4 iiiid 7 can be aniicipfUed by, or 
muJe ohvinns over, Lefl cl al. 

The Office Action also rcjccied claims 1-10, 22, 23, 35 , and 4S os allegedly 
;inlicipaicd by Sollis t;l ul, (TJ.S. Piuenl No. 6,493,804). Applicants respectfully, but mos( 
strenuously, traverse this rcjcctioji ;i5 well. 

Agiiinsi the dctcniiininy step of claim 1, ilic Office Action ciles to column 5, line 63 
to column 6, line S of Soltis et al. I iowover, ihe ciied section of Sollis et al. merely discloses 
ihc use of RAID storage for siniultaneuns access to Jala by dilVerent clients. Applicants fail 
to see any relevance of llie cited section lo ihe ilcicnnining step ofclaim 1 , Like Leff ei al. 
Applicants submit Soltis et al. ha.s no need lo deterniine a relationship between resources, 
much leys determine a relationship \\\\\ is ai leiLst one of containment-baKed and reference- 
based. 

In gciier;jl. Applicants siihmil thai Soltis et al is concerned witli providing shared or 
e.\.cUisive access (o data, based on uhedicr the data is lo be modilied. A^^ain, like fusff el a!., 
Applicants submit this has nothing whatever lo do vvidi derermining die claimed relationship, 
or locking biusetl on (hat relationship. Loeking in Sollis et al. (whether exclusive or shared) is 
ha.sed on whether data is lo he modilied and isi simply unrelated to locking based on a 
de(ermined iclaiionsiiip beiwcen resources, which relationship Is at leitst one of coniainmeni- 
based and refcrence4'»ased. 

Therefore, Applicanis submii dun claim 1 cannot be anticipated by, or made obvious 
over. Soltis el al. Claims 4 and 7 coniain limiialions similar Lo (hose argued above wilh 
respect lo claim 1 . Thus, die remark?^ above are equally applicable to claims 4 and 7. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applic.inis siibmil Unit Ihc dcpcndciu claims are allowable for the same reasons iis Ihc 
independent claijns fioni which they dirL-i:il> or uliimuLely depend, ns well ns for Ihoir 
ndditioniil liiiiitaiioii^. 

Applicjmts aeknowledgc ihc rcfcrciicL's cited in the Ofllce Actioit, but not 
SLibstaniively cipplicd. However. Applicanls siibmil Ihai the pending clnims ore palcnljhle 
ihuretivcr as well. 

For all the uhove reasons. Applicc\nls niainiain thai Ihe claims of the subjucl 
application defme patenlnble siibjcci MKiiier :ind earnestly request entry of these amendments 
and remnrks, nnd allowance ofchiims 1-4S. 

I fa telephone coiirercnce woidd he of assisinncc in advancing prosecution of the 
suhjeci application, Applicanls' inidersivjined aiiorney inviles the Examiner lo telephone him 
ai the number provided. 



Dated: I cbruary 0, 2004. 

I-IESUN ROTHENBERG l-Al^LEY ^ MRSITI P.C. 

5 Columbia Circle 

Albany, New York 12203-5160 

Telephone; (518)452-5600 

Kaesimilc: (5 1 R) 452-5579 



Respecl fully submillcd. 




Wayne F. Reinke 
Auorncy for Applicants 
Registration No,: 36,650 
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